This paper investigates mutilation of the nose and ears in New Kingdom Egypt (c. 1550-1070BCE). The topic is first contextualised within cross-cultural mutilation research, before discussion shifts to focus more closely on Egypt. The threat of mutilation in oaths is considered, as is the possibility of mutilation not being enforced if such oaths were broken. The paper then investigates the lived experience of mutilation, encompassing both physiological and social impairments. Finally, a 'supra-practical' aspect is proposed, considering the esoteric connotations of mutilation, this latter understood as a set of practices including but not confined to actual physical dismemberment.
Introduction
This paper investigates the ancient Egyptian practice of severing the nose and ears, primarily associated with the New Kingdom (c.1550-1070BCE). It considers this mutilatory practice both in its practical execution and in its wider symbolic and esoteric significance, referred to here as the 'supra-practical' dimension. Mutilation was apparently key to New Kingdom justice:1 almost all known transcripts of contemporary legal proceedings; namely the Tomb Robbery Papyri,2 the Tomb Chapel Text of Mose,3 and multiple Deir el-Medina court disputes,4 frequently feature defendants and witnesses uttering variations of the following:5
wзḥ Imn wзḥ pз ḥḳз mtw·ỉ dd ᶜdз ỉr sɜw fnd·ỉ msdr(wy)·ỉ ỉw·ỉ r Kзs1
For an introduction to New Kingdom justice, see D. 
As Amun endures and as the Ruler endures, if I speak falsehood [replaceable by potentially any reprehensible action], may there be cut off my nose and ears, me being (banished) to Kush.6
Although predominantly mentioned as a deterrent in oaths, the severing of nose and ears also occurs in other legal contexts. As will be illustrated later, the Turin Judicial Papyrus records corrupt royal judges being punished in this way,7 while the Nauri legal decree of Seti I threatens nose and ear mutilation for misappropriation offences.8 The highly fragmentary Karnak legal decree of Horemheb also mentions mutilation, albeit removing the nose only. While specification of the precise offence in question is now missing, the surrounding context strongly implies corrupt taxation and temple administration.9 It therefore follows that mutilation was not just a hypothetical sanction invoked in oaths: it was probably a very real physical punishment.10 However, as argued below, it was perhaps much more than just this: growing out of the practical was a supra-practical dimension, incapacitating organs to effectuate less tangible, belief-based punishments.
Limitations and Research Approaches
Research into Egyptian mutilation practices has two fundamental limitations, and hence any conclusions are perhaps somewhat mutilated themselves. Firstly, it is almost purely text-based. Most material comes from very high-profile (often royal) contexts unlikely to typify broader Egyptian society.11 Available cases from lower down are few, and almost all revolve around the Deir el-Medina ḳnbt-court, itself constituted of mainly elite royally-employed craftsmen from a highly structured and probably somewhat atypical environment.12 Extrapolating wider practices based on such texts alone is speculative at best, and a more holistic approach also incorporating archaeological findings would be preferable. Sadly this is most difficult: since mutilation affects only nasal and aural cartilage, it leaves no trace on skeletal remains. Mummies would be the exception, but evidence of mutilation on these has proven elusive.13 This is hardly surprising, as mutilated convicts were almost certainly not mummified. Statues, which could also be susceptible to mutilation, would be another exception,14 but here it is far from clear if mutilating a statue was in any way comparable to mutilating a living human. There is also the challenge of reliably differentiating deliberate and accidental damage. The second limitation is chronological scope, which covers only the New Kingdom. Egyptian facial mutilation almost certainly began earlier,15 considering how firmly established it was by New Kingdom times, but there are very few comparable judicial sources from earlier periods. This paper therefore cannot pretend to be a comprehensive study across Egyptian society or across time, although its findings hopefully might indicate broader trends.
In view of these limitations, this paper divides into four parts. comparative and theoretical framework and noting that Egyptology is yet to make a significant contribution in this field. The second investigates the enforcement of mutilation in Egypt, focusing on known instances when mutilation anticipated in oath statements was either definitely carried out or definitely not carried out. The third considers the practical dimension (lived experience) of mutilation, while the fourth argues for the presence of a suprapractical (esoteric/symbolic) dimension.
1.1
Existing Scholarship on Mutilation Many cultures beside Egypt severed noses and ears, but the sociology of facial mutilation remains surprisingly understudied when compared to that of other violent sanctions. Nonetheless, it has been shown that facial disfigurement can not only precipitate intense shame in the disfigured person, but also lead to social isolation as a result of looking different and potentially also lacking the ability to make conventionalised facial expressions.16 Frembgen17 has carried out an important case-study in this last domain, concentrating on nosecutting. He proposes two main conceptual strands. The first underlines earlier observations of noses being deemed phallic across vastly different cultures, from indigenous Amazonians to Southern Slavs.18 In these societies, nasal mutilation is principally seen as punishing sexual transgression by generating aesthetic 'disgust' . 19 Frembgen notes that some South Asian societies still continue to sever noses of adulterous women,20 while historically this practice In the Egyptian context, no native sources indicate that mutilation was specifically linked to sexual offences, but Diodorus Siculus does report that the noses of adulterous women were cut off as an express means of compromising their appearance.24 This notion of 'disgust' being visually associated with the convict may certainly be relevant to understanding the punishment experience.
Frembgen's second research strand follows the broader scholarship cited above by analyzing facial mutilation as symbolic conferral of 'shame' .25 He notes that severing of noses and ears occurred in Achaemenid Persia and the Ottoman Empire before convicts were executed;26 the mutilation magnifying ignominy before death, rather than being the climax of punishment. It is possible that the medieval Japanese custom of severing the nose of an enemy also had at least some element of this.27 Such traditions emphasize the possible role of mutilation beyond just practically making convicts live without nose and ears: not only did it render them physically unattractive, but it also cut off social respectability alongside parts of the body. Finally, it is noteworthy that other Near Eastern cultures contemporary to New Kingdom Egypt also severed noses and ears. For instance, the Hittites could do this both when settling private disputes and when legally punishing burglars.29 The Middle Assyrian Laws also prescribe mutilating the ears, and sometimes the nose, when punishing theft, marital infidelity, incorrect dressing practices, and some other unspecified offences.30 Indeed, it has even been suggested that the New Kingdom Egyptians absorbed the practice from the Assyrians after advancing into the Levant.31 This is very uncertain, but the presence of a wider ancient Near Eastern mutilation culture should be acknowledged.
1.2
Mutilation Enforcement and its Consequences Mindful of this background, the focus of the paper can return to Egypt. First, one must consider the circumstances in which mutilation may have been enforced. At first sight this might seem a straightforward question, simply requiring identification of those crimes for which mutilation could be a punishment. The most clearly attested such crime was perjury, for which-as shown earlier-many New Kingdom legal oaths prescribed the severance of nose and ears. This broadly fits the only unambiguous attestation of this punishment being carried out: a record in the Turin Judicial Papyrus relating to four judges guilty of associating with the accused despite a duty to the contrary. The exact expression relating to them is as follows:32 Considering the court setting, it seems likely that breaching these "good instructions" would have involved violating an oath, and the punishment would seem to match that accordingly. Nevertheless, the Nauri Decree of Seti I also prescribes mutilation for offences which seem to go beyond perjury:33
[ḫ]r ỉr sr nb ỉmy-r ɜḥwt nb n pr pn ᶜɜm skɜ nb rwdw nb nty ỉw·f r tht r tɜš n ɜḥwt n tɜ ḥwt Mn-mɜᶜt-rᶜ ỉb hr·w m Зbdt r smnmn tɜšw·sn ỉr·tw hpw r·f m swɜ fnd·f msdrwy·f(y) ddỉw r ᶜḥwty m tɜ ḥwt Mn-mɜᶜt-rᶜ ỉb hr·w m Зbdt As for any official, any overseer of fields of this estate, any Asiatic of ploughing, (or) any agent who will overstep the border with regards to the boundary of the fields of the temple of Menmaatre, contented heart in Abydos, in order to shift their boundaries, the laws will be applied against him in cutting off his nose and ears, (he) being made a peasant in the (lands of the) temple of Menmaatre, contented heart in Abydos.
Another example from the same decree states:34
m-mỉtt pɜ nty ỉw·tw r gmt·f ḥr ỉtɜ tp n ỉɜwt nb n tɜ ḥwt Mn-mɜᶜt-rᶜ ỉb hr·w m Зbdt ir·tw hpw r·f m swɜ fnd·f msdrwy·f(y) dỉw r ᶜḥwty m tɜ ḥwt Mn-mɜᶜt-rᶜ ỉb hr·w m Зbdt r [swɜ hb]·f ḥnᶜ dỉt ḥmt·f hrdw·f r ndwt ỉmy-rɜ pn
Likewise, the one who shall be found appropriating any head of cattle of the temple of Menmaatre, contented heart in Abydos, the laws will be applied against
him in cutting off his nose and ears, making (him) a peasant in the (lands of the) temple of Menmaatre, contented heart in Abydos, in order to haul(?) his plough, as well as making his wife and his children into dependents of this overseer.
Likewise, the mutilation mentioned in the decree of Horemheb35 appears to be associated with stealing or misusing temple or other non-private belongings, although the text is too damaged to determine the exact context. It seems to be punishing abuse of office, which broadly supports the idea that mutilation was connected to breach of trust and perjury-related matters.36 Considering the formal nature of the texts in question, there seems little reason to believe that mutilation would not be enforced, it being sanctioned by the highest legal authority.37 Based on just these documents, the picture initially seems quite clear. Nevertheless, such a viewpoint ultimately lacks nuance. Several pioneering studies of ancient Near Eastern law emphasize the dangers of accepting legal evidence at face value.38 In the context of this study, one should therefore note that evidence for mutilation being enforced in some instances, like the Turin Judicial Papyrus, does not necessarily mean that this was the case universally. Indeed, in one well-documented instance the opposite is true. This is Papyrus Deir el-Medina 27,39 from around the reign of Ramesses VI (1143-1136BCE). Unlike the previous examples, it comes from the more junior Deir el-Medina ḳnbt-court, rather than a royal setting. The papyrus describes a fairly routine village dispute: the workman Mry-Sḫmt being caught committing adultery with the bride of another villager. The ḳnbt-court administered the mutilation oath, whereby his nose and ears were to be removed if this recurred. However, Mry-Sḫmt was undeterred and resumed the relationship, impregnating the lady. The papyrus states that the court responded to this only by making him swear another oath not to disrupt the marriage. No act of mutilation is recorded, and other Deir el-Medina ostraca40 reveal that Mry-Sḫmt continued living and working there, participating in further legal and economic transactions. The fact that he seems thus to have retained his status strongly suggests that A logical explanation for these enforcement differences would be varying levels of court seniority: there is now broad consensus that corporal punishment could only be ordered by courts operating under royal authority.42 This could conceivably have been expanded to the vizier or other senior officials, but almost certainly not to provincial ḳnbt-courts like Deir el-Medina. Indeed, the late Ramesside Papyrus Turin 1887 criminally indicts a provincial priest for conducting an ear mutilation without pharaonic approval,43 suggesting that the right to mutilate was an exclusive prerogative not to be encroached upon. It thus seems probable that the Deir el-Medina situation stems from the court's limited powers: in a royal or even vizieral court, maybe Mry-Sḫmt would have lost his ears and nose after all.44 However, his case was not important enough to merit the attention of higher justice, so he escaped physical punishment.
There is however a further dimension to consider: just as the threat of mutilation could be limited by inadequate enforcement, so could physical mutilation itself be limited by an ensuing death penalty.45 This is best evidenced in the Tomb Robbery Papyri, where the mutilation oath is frequently invoked by If these are correct, it seems very probable that there was more to severing the nose and ears than just physical practicality. After all, two of the three 'practical consequences' categories above would not have entailed life after mutilation,49 but the concept was presumably still somehow relevant. One can perhaps suggest that this was simply due to mutilation being a widespread element across oaths regardless of its practicability, but this is not entirely convincing: why specifically mention cutting off the nose and ears, if this is not the real punishment? An alternative suggestion is a belief-based suprapractical punishment: the nose and ears being seen as "cut off" in terms of their symbolic and esoteric properties. If so, the punishment would definitely apply when the nose and ears were removed physically, but could also linger in circumstances where they remained physically attached or where the convict had died. This interpretation in no way contradicts the important physical aspects linked to many instances of mutilation, but, as shall be shown, it does suggest that mutilation was more comprehensive and symbolically complex than might seem initially.
1.3
The Practical Dimension-Living without Nose and Ears Since some people almost certainly did have their noses and ears physically cut off, it makes sense to investigate the practical implications of this before discussing the perhaps less obvious supra-practical aspects. The first question is whether such mutilation was even survivable. Wounds would trigger rapid blood loss, creating a risk of fatal hypovolemic shock50 or subsequent infection.51 Texts never specify whether or not the mutilation was carried out in one go or several instalments, but risks would be especially severe if the two ears and nose were all severed at the same time, creating a multitude of head wounds. However, the mutilation oaths and royal decrees imply that survival was expected-after all, the mutilated were then supposed to work. From a medical perspective, documents like the Edwin Smith Papyrus show that the Egyptians had the surgical expertise to attempt treatment of aural and nasal injuries, and had some understanding of combating infection.52 Even so, it is Loktionov jesho 60 (2017) 263-291 very unlikely that convicts received such medical attention: it is unclear if they could expect even the most basic treatment, such as just stopping the profuse bleeding. Some would almost certainly have died. Nonetheless, the forced labour expectation is unlikely to be purely fictitious, so some probably survived.
Regarding the survivors' lived experience, nothing is known from ancient records but much seems deducible from current medical knowledge. The primary physiological function of the outer ear is funneling sound waves into the ear canal, while it also helps in locating sound sources around the hearer.53 Consequently, convicts would probably have been hard of hearing, although not wholly deaf. They may also have been confused and disoriented when hearing noises from multiple sources. As for the nose, smell would be largely unaffected as nasal cavity olfactory tissue would stay intact.54 However, removal of the cartilaginous superstructure would destroy mucous membranes associated with primary immune response, and would deplete the organ's capacity to filter out dust particles on inhalation.55 Much more dust would thus settle on the trachea and bronchi, almost certainly causing inflammation. Symptoms would resemble those of modern-day heavy smokers: chronic chest infections, bronchitis, in some cases emphysema, and reduced energy levels. Alongside this, sustained pathogenic attack on exposed orifices at severed extremities would probably trigger Systemic Inflammatory Response Syndrome-a debilitating condition which primarily results in high fever.56
Overall, it therefore seems clear that the mutilation generated chronic illness far beyond the removed body parts. Convicts would probably struggle to breathe, struggle to hear, and struggle to work. Such symptoms were seen as typical ailments of old age, as for instance recorded in the Maxims of Ptahhotep:57 While the mutilated clearly had no connection to the respected Ptahhotep, it is perhaps conceivable that mutilation was seen as a mechanism for imposing the pains of old age early.58 That said, ultimately this may not have mattered too much: if convicts were indeed forced into labour, they probably did not last very long with such poor health. Interestingly, some of the above respiratory diseases do leave traces on skeletal remains, and some work in this direction has already been done at Nubian sites. Data from Tombos59 and Amara West60 already suggests that much of their population was in poor health, and lived under severe physical stress. It is tempting to think that some of the bodies there might belong to mutilated convicts "banished to Kush",61 although using this material in this way runs into problems. There is currently no way of telling if any of it does come from convicts, and in any case respiratory diseases can easily develop without mutilation. Consequently, while more archaeological data is certainly good news, for now conclusions can only be drawn from medical extrapolations. On the basis of these, it appears that mutilated convicts probably had a very low standard of living. There would also have no doubt been serious social repercussions associated with displaying the marks of mutilation, and therefore conviction, on the face. Convicts would almost certainly have suffered from difficulties in social interaction considering the damage done to facial tissue,62 and this would likely be greatly exacerbated by social stigma derived from an understanding of where the injuries came from. The mutilation would also make any attempts to escape considerably more difficult, announcing convict status on the face of any potential escapee. Furthermore, as well as signaling exclusion from the social community,63 mutilation may have been a sign of being blocked from interacting with the divine-an extra layer of punishment discussed below.
1.4
The physical similarities, statues are not sentient humans, so removing their noses and ears can hardly be seen as an attempt to trigger physical pain, long-term suffering or social stigma. While inflicting shame on their owners would almost certainly have been a factor, it also seems logical that mutilating statues could have been a way of interfering with their cultic and esoteric capabilities, as this was often their primary function.65 Thus, if statues were mutilated for reasons potentially going beyond the practical, it could follow that humans might have been treated in this way too.
Moving towards an understanding of any such "supra-practical" dimension involves developing an awareness of what the ears and nose may have represented in Egyptian culture and belief, and consequently what could be lost if they were symbolically (or indeed practically) cut off. Almost any mention of these organs in a text can potentially yield some clue, but conceptions surrounding their key physiological functions (i.e. hearing for ears and breathing for nose) might be particularly instructive. An analysis of how images of each organ were used, both in hieroglyphs and elsewhere, can also highlight potential roles of the nose and ears. By combining these evidential fragments into a broader understanding going beyond practical physiology, one may hope for a more nuanced view of mutilation.
Nose
Above all, the nose and nostrils were tied to inhalation, breathing and various associated aspects of esoteric interaction. This becomes evident in a number Breath, and hence presumably also the nose, were also deemed important in obtaining judgment, with the release of acquitted defendants known as rdit tзw ("giving breath") in lawsuits.77 One can therefore already begin to understand why it may have been such an important organ, and why losing it could pose major problems in the belief sphere. However, the connotations of the nose went further. The nose determinative was regularly present in words conveying emotion, such as rš-"rejoice", ḫntš-"take pleasure", sfn-"be mild", btn-"disobey" and gfn-"rebuff".78 Although the exact nature of its function here is unclear, it seems likely that the organ was seen as somehow involved in emotional life, and potentially also decision-making.79 Indeed, the god of wisdom, Thoth, could be referred to as fndy-"the Nosy One",80 which may have links to this decision-making element as well as reflecting his ibis identity. In any case, even if this last point is merely coincidental, the perceived role of the nose in emotion and feeling seems beyond serious doubt. While it is hard to say what exactly losing the nose meant, it seems possible that severing this link to emotion was part of the consequences.
Ears
The ears were likewise important. For a start, they were frequently known as ᶜnḫwy (literally "lives"), invariably written with the cosmologically significant ᶜnḫ-triliteral,81 which is unlikely to be entirely fortuitous. stelae depicting ears or votive ear models88 could be offered to several important deities; primarily Ptah, sometimes known specifically as msdr sdm-"the ear which hears"89 but also Hathor, Sekhmet, Horus, Isis, Amun, Thoth, and Soped.90 Indeed, it has been argued that reproducing ears on artefacts, and indeed the presence of ears on any given object, was seen as a way of strengthening communication between people and gods.91 Furthermore, the ears could be seen as powerful92 or indeed divine in their own right: in the Book of the Dead, they were identified with Wepwawet,93 while in the Pyramid Texts they are described as the children of Atum.94 This last point might not be heavily significant, but overall the connection between ears and the divine granting of requests seems strong. If so, severing the ears may have been viewed as disrupting that communication channel.
Combining these findings, there is therefore a strong case for both the nose and ears having perceived functions surpassing their inherent physiology. These may have included partaking in offerings, receiving the breath of life, obtaining clemency in court, governing emotions, uptaking spoken wisdom and experience, and communicating with the divine. If these organs were physically cut off, it is logical to assume a belief in considerable damage being caused to the above benefits, as well as to health and social standing.
Removing these benefits, although based on a very practical concept, was supra-practical: it would not have contributed to physical lived experience in the same way as the aforementioned illnesses of mutilated convicts. Consequently, for this side of the punishment to take effect, it may not have mattered if the physical mutilation itself remained unenforced, or was superseded by execution. If this framework is correct, as soon as a person broke the mutilation oath, their nose and ears might have been seen as cut off-barred from functioning-regardless of whether or not they remained on the body, or even whether the person remained alive. Thus, although the physical pain may have been avoided, a degree of additional punishment remained. Much of this would naturally depend on how strongly the convict believed in the esoteric qualities of the nose and ears, but the evidence cited above does suggest that such beliefs were commonplace in Egypt at the time.
Finally, one must bear in mind the potential supra-practical role of nose and ear mutilation in terms of religious beliefs concerning the afterlife. Egyptian religion is well known for its significant focus on reanimation and a life after death, including the preservation of the body and its organs. If during life before death these organs had been removed95 or rendered ineffective, it is quite likely that the consequences of this were thought to continue in the afterlifeperhaps in the divine tribunal responsible for judging the deceased. However, while such a proposal is tempting, caution must be exercised-as might be expected, there are no texts describing the fate of individuals with dysfunctional noses and ears beyond the grave.
Overall, while the multiple strands of the supra-practical hypothesis are impossible to test and therefore cannot be definitively proven, there seems to be no other logical explanation for cases involving mutilation where it left no practical consequences. The main alternative to accepting the supra-practical dimension would be to assume that mentioning mutilation was inconsequential in certain circumstances, which is hardly satisfactory considering the evidence above. 
Conclusions
Egyptian nose and ear mutilation was a complex practice, characterized by multiple layers of enforcement and meaning. It was often threatened but not always carried out. It could be a practical procedure, and yet seems to have had a supra-practical side which added multidimensionality to the punishment. Moreover, it fails to neatly fit established academic discourse on broader mutilation. Unlike the case in many other cultures, it apparently lacked sexual connotations, instead targeting a wider range of offences often connected to perjury or breach of trust. However, wider symbolic meaning, often highlighted in approaches to mutilation elsewhere, is definitely relevant here too.
When carried out, mutilation was undoubtedly very painful if not fatal, and caused major longer-term problems for both physical and emotional health. The supra-practical dimension operated on a different level; a beliefbased incapacitation of key organs and an associated loss of esoteric capabilities like interacting with the divine and receiving wisdom or judicial mercy. Furthermore, such punishments may also have been seen as potent in the afterlife. This multifaceted supra-practical side, although by definition intangible and hence most difficult to prove, should not be underestimated: it seems likely that many courts had no legal capacity to physically mutilate, but would still have needed some mechanism for punishing and deterring criminals. With practical measures unavailable, such supra-practical frameworks may have been all they had to rely on.
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